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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to Applicant's submission filed 9/27/07, responding to the 
6/1/07 Office action which detailed the rejection of claims 1-27. Claims 1, 7, 8, 10-12, 17, 19, 
and 26 have been amended, claims 5, 6, 14, 15, 23, and 24 have been canceled. Claims 1-4, 7- 
13, 16-22, and 25-27 remain pending in the application and have been fully considered by the 
examiner. 



Response to Amendment/Arguments 

2. Applicant's amendment to the specification fails to include generic language with the 
trademark "JAVA." As such, the objection to the specification is maintained. 

3. Applicant's amendments to claims 7, 8, 17, and 26 overcome the objection to those 
claims. Likewise, the objection is withdrawn. 

4. Applicant's amendments to claims 1 1 and 12 have overcome the rejection to those claims 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 second paragraph. The cancellation of claim 24 obviates any rejection of it. 
Likewise, the rejections are withdrawn. 

5. Applicant has amended independent claims 1,10, and 19 to include the limitation "by 
parsing and evaluating names and parameters of one or more methods of a test case from the 
plurality of test cases." Applicant essentially argues that the Benedusi reference discloses 
"identifying the functionalities and logical coverage of a test case," i.e. a "low-level analysis of a 
test case," in contrast to the newly amended claims which provide a "high-level analysis." This 
argument is not persuasive. Benedusi is not simply interested in "identifying the functionalities 
and logical coverage of a test case." Rather, Benedusi uses that identified information in order to 
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find a test case capable of executing a changed path. For instance, page 356, left column line 35 
- right column line 6, discusses a "re-testing table" that is used for listing test cases that cover 
new paths. Constructing and reading such a re-testing table necessarily involves parsing and 
evaluating, since without parsing, the software would be unable to distinguish one symbol from 
another. Likewise, selection of test cases necessarily requires evaluation to determine if the test 
cases involves any new of changed paths. Thus, Benedusi appears to disclose such parsing and 
evaluation. Further limitations are addressed in the rejection of the claims below. 



Specification 

6. The use of the trademark "Java" has been noted in this application (e.g. paragraph 
[0023]). It should be capitalized wherever it appears and be accompanied by the generic 
terminology (e.g. "Java programming language") 

Although the use of trademarks is permissible in patent applications, the proprietary 
nature of the marks should be respected and every effort made to prevent their use in any manner 
which might adversely affect their validity as trademarks. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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8. Claims 1-4, 7-13, 16-22, and 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over prior art of record "Post-Maintenance Testing Based on Path Change 
Analysis" by Benedusi et al. (hereinafter "Benedusi") in view of prior art of record U.S. Patent 
No. 6,662,359 to Berry et al. (hereinafter "Berry"). 

In regard to claim 1, Benedusi discloses: 

A method for testing changes in a software program using a plurality of test 
cases, wherein the software program comprises a first plurality of execution paths, See 
page 354, column 1, lines 13-24, e.g. "strategies." the method comprising: 

identifying one or more changed paths in the first plurality of execution paths; 
See page 354, column 1, lines 16-18, e.g. "identify how many and which paths have been 
added, ...deleted and ... modified." 

from the plurality of test cases, identifying one or more test cases that are capable of 
executing the one or more changed paths by parsing and evaluating names ...of one or 
more methods of a test case from the plurality of test cases; See page 354, column 1 , 
lines 18-21, e.g. "re-running the test cases referring to (i) modified and new paths..." 
Also see page 356 column 1 lines 11-16: [the testing table shows] "the 'meaning 5 of the 
test case, which is expressed by references to the functionalities exercised by it (Fa, Fb, 
Fc, ..Fn). . ." Further, Benedusi discloses a "re-testing table" for executing test cases that 
exercise functions corresponding to the changed path. See page 355, second column 
lines 59-60: "E) execution of the tests laid down in the re-testing table;" also page 356 
left column line 35 - right column line 3: "C) the re-testing table is built up by selecting 
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only those rows in the initial test table that correspond to existing test cases to be re- 
executed; further rows are added for new test cases that are needed to cover any new 
paths." Such selection necessarily requires parsing and evaluation of names of functions, 
i.e. methods, since without it, the test software would be unable to determine symbols or 
decide if a row should be added to the re-testing table. Benedusi does not expressly 
disclose: parameters. However, Berry teaches that a unique signature, which includes 
method parameters, can identify a method. See column 6 lines 1-16. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
Berry's teaching of a unique method signature (including parameters) with Benedusi 's 
functional identification (see page 356 column 1 lines 1 1-16) in order to uniquely identify 
a method as suggested by Berry. 

and executing the one or more of the identified test cases to test the changed path. 
See page 355, column 2, lines 59-60, e.g. "execution of the tests." 

In regard to claim 2, the above rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Benedusi 
further discloses: wherein the software program comprises one or more modules, and 
identifying one or more test cases comprises identifying a changed module and 
determining whether the changed module causes changes in the execution paths. See 
page 355 column 1 lines 30-44; also page 356 column 1 line 35 - column 2 line 6. 

In regard to claim 3, the above rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Benedusi 
further discloses: wherein identifying one or more test cases comprises identifying a 
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second plurality of execution paths in the software program and determining the 
difference between the first and second pluralities of execution paths. See page 355, 
column 1 lines 46-5 1 . 

In regard to claim 4, the above rejection of claim 3 is incorporated. Benedusi 
further discloses: wherein the difference comprises at least one of a new path and a 
changed path. See page 355 column 1 lines 34-38 and 40-44. 

In regard to claim 7, the above rejection of claim 1 is incorporated. Benedusi 
further discloses: wherein identifying one or more test cases comprises determining 
whether a test case intersect one or more changed paths. See page 354, column 1 lines 
18-24. 

In regard to claim 8, the above rejection of claim 7 is incorporated. Benedusi 
further discloses: wherein determining whether a test case intersect one or more changed 
execution paths comprises identifying a module of the software program included in both 
the test case and a changed execution path. See page 356 column 2 lines 8-12. 

In regard to claim 9, the above rejection of claim 8 is incorporated. Benedusi 
further discloses: wherein each module is represented by a node number, See Fig. 2. 
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and each execution path and test case is represented by a string of node numbers, See 
page 359 line 6, also page 356, fig. 3a. All further limitations have been addressed in the 
above rejection of claim 8. 

In regard to claim 10, Benedusi discloses: 

A computer program product for testing a software program using a plurality of 
test cases, the computer program product comprising a computer usable medium having 
a computer readable program code embodied thereon, See page 352, column 2, Fig. 1 
and line 30, e.g. "storage." All further limitations have been addressed in the above 
rejection of claim 1. 

In regard to claim 1 1, the above rejection of claim 10 is incorporated. Benedusi 
further discloses: wherein the software program comprises one or more modules, wherein 
identifying one or more [changed] paths comprises identifying the changed module and 
determining whether the changed module causes changes in the execution paths. See 
page 355 column 1 lines 30-44; also page 356 column 1 line 35 - column 2 line 6. 

In regard to claim 12, the above rejection of claim 10 is incorporated. Benedusi 
further discloses: wherein identifying one or more [changed] paths comprises identifying 
a second plurality of execution paths in the software program upon changing of the code 
and determining the difference between the first and second pluralities of execution 
paths. See page 355, column 1 lines 46-51. 
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In regard to claim 13 5 the above rejection of claim 12 is incorporated. All further 
limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of claim 4. 

In regard to claims 14 and 16-18, the above rejection of claim 10 is incorporated. 
All further limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of claims 2-5. 

In regard to claim 19, Benedusi discloses: 

A system for testing changes in a software program See page 352, Fig. 1. All 
further limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of claim 1. 

In regard to claim 20, the above rejection of claim 19 is incorporated. All further 
limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of claim 2. 

In regard to claim 21, the above rejection of claim 19 is incorporated. All further 
limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of claims 3 and 12. 

In regard to claim 22, the above rejection of claim 21 is incorporated. All further 
limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of claim 4. 
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In regard to claims 23 and 25-27, the above rejection of claim 19 is incorporated. 
All further limitations have been addressed in the above rejection of claims 5 and 7-9, 
respectively. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to J. Derek Rutten whose telephone number is (571)272-3703. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (571)272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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